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By the non-final Office Action of 15 Match 2005, Claims 1-53 are pemiing ro this 
Applicauon, and all stand lejected. By the present Response mdAmendmem, Applicant amends 
Claims 1. 13, 24, 25. 36, 43. 50, and 53 to clarify Apphcant's claimed invcnuon- 

Applicani files this Response and Amendmem in an effort lo move this case to allowance. 
No new mailer is believed inuoduced by the present Response and Amendment, It ts respectfully 
submitted that the present Application is in condition for allowance for the following reasons. 

1. Docket Number and Change in Corre^ndence Address 

Applicant respectfully requests the docket number of this Application be changed from 
081607-1230 to STAT1230. This Application has been transferred to a new law firm, and its 
docketing procedures »tili2e this new docket number. A Reqttest to Withdrawal as Attorney was 
filed on 27 September 2004 iransfening this Application to the new finn. Applicant submits A 
Revocation and Appoiniment of Power of Attorney and a Oumge of Correspondence Address 
authorizing praciitianeis associated with Customer No. 006980 to prosecute this Application. 

2. The Pending Claims 

AppUcant amends independent Claims I. 13. 24. 25, 36. 43, 50, and 53 to clarify 
Applicant's claimed invention. Applicant submits dial tiw clarifying amendments do not 
imroduce any new matter and are disclosed in at least Page 8, Unes 3-8 and HG. I of die 
originally filed Application. Applicant amends tiiese claims to reflect that Applicam's cuirendy 
claimed invention can transmit poltarion mformarion dirough one or more transceivers coupled 
to a detector configured to detect poUution or ori^naie pollution infonnarion messages. Such a 
feature enables a transceiver associated widi a pollution detector to communicate with a 
coniroUer tiffough an intermediate transceiver also associated with a pollution detector. 
AppUcant respecifijlly asserts dwi the cited references, eitfier individually or collectively, do not 
teach ca fairly suggest such a feature. 

3. The Nonstatutory Double Patenting Rejectton 

The Examiner rejected Claims 1-53 under die judicially created doctrine of double 
patenting over Clawis 1-93 of U.S. Patent No. 6,671,586. In response. Applicant submits a 
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lenninal disclaimer lo overcome ihe nonsiaioiory double patenting rejection. 

By submitting the leitninal disclaimer. Applicant does noi concede ihai the Examiner's 
rejection is properly based. Applicant submits the teiminal disclaimer solely to advance 
prosecution of the AppUcation. Applicant also respeciftiUy assens that the fiUng of the lenninal 
disclaimer does not aa as an admission, acquiescence, or estoppel on the merits of obviousness- 
type double patenting rejection asserted by the Examiner. 



4. 



The Sivavec et at and Ayerstetat. Rejection 

The Examiner (ejects Claims 1-53 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Sivavec et al- (US Patent No. 6.491.828) ( "Sivavec" ) and Ayerst « al. (US. Patent No. 
6.069.886) r' Avetst" ). AppUcani lespectfuUy waverses the § 103 rejection and lespcctfully 
assens that Claims 1-53, as amended, are allowable over the cited combination. 

Sivavec discloses a method and system to remcMcly monitor groundwater treatment. As 
shown below (FIG. 2), Sivavec uses multiple stationary monitoring wells (15) to monitor 
groundwater. A communications unit (19) is coupled to each module (10). and transmits data 
coiiesponding to groundwater characteristics to ti»e data collection center (20) with a aansceiver 
(17). The data collection center (20) receives the transmitted data (25) with a transceiver (24). 
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Impoitanily. however, ihe communicauons units (19) do not receive iofomiafloii from 
other eommimication units CW) or commuoicufe wlih other communication units (19). 
This method of direct coromiuucadon between transceivers (17) and the data collection center 
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(20) is shown by the sigiwds (25). In addition, ibe conrniunicanon units (19) do noi provide 
lepeated data lo the data coUcciion center (20) that onginates ftom another coromonicaiion unit 
(19). Thus, Sivavec does not teach or (fisclose at least one neiworic transceiver coupled to a 
second detector configured to detect pollution such that the poUution information message from 
ibe tiansceiver is received and transmitted by the at least one nctwoik transceiver coupled to the 
second detector, or a series of transceivers, wbeicin at least two transceivers in the scries of 
oanscdvers arc associated with a pollution deiector, as claimed by Applicant. 

Similarly, Applicani respectfully asserts that Ay^ fails to teach or suggest Applicant's 
cmicnUy claimed invention. Averst discloses a system cwirolled asymmetrical autoroaUc repeat 
request {wotocol used in a paging system. Not only docs AJSEESE not cure the deficiencies of 
g ^vavec■ Aversi is not analagous art lo Applicant's currentiy claimed invention because ii is not 
directed in the field of Applicant's claimed invcntlou and is not reasonably pertinent to the 
pamcular problems with which AppUcant's cunenUy claimed invention addresses. For example. 
Applicant's claimed invention is directed to generating and transmitting pollution inforotation 
through an integrated wireless communication network and Ayeia is primarily directed to an 
asymmetrical repeat request communications protocol for a paging system. Ayetgi discloses a 
vety specific paging system communications protocol; as such, one of ordinary sicill in the art to 
which Applicant's claimed invention is directed would not have turned to AyfiOI to produce 
Applicant's claimed invention. 

Applicant also respectfiUly assens that Applicant's chiimed invention is patenuible over 
ihe cited combination tea additional reasons. The cited references do not teach or suggest the 
subject maner of Claims 12, 16, 35. 37, 39, and 40. For example, the cited pottion of fflxay££ 
does not teach or suggest the •^jwer line canier signal" feature of Claim 12 or die -mobile 
detectof feature of Qaim 35. Regarding Claim 35. the cited portion of Sissyss teaches away 
from mobile deiecton as the sensor module (10) is "disposed in" siationaty ground water weUs. 
(Sivavec . Column 4, Unes 47-48). Similarty, the other cited portions of die cited references fail 
lo teach or suggest the subject matter of Claims 16. 37. 39. and 40. 

There are still yet other reasons why AppUcant's claimed invention is patentable over the 
cited combination. Indeed, die references teach away f5rom Applicant's claimed invention, and 
thus can not substantiate tite § 103 rejection. Neitiier SiVftyec or ASSSffl teach or suggest using 
multiple transceivers associated wiU» poUurion detectors in a communicaticm path, or multiple 
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wanscdvers associated wiih poUuticw deieciois capable of conaniwicaiiiig with each other. 

Fimher, ihe Examiner cites no suggestion, teaching, or moiivaiion to combine the cited 
refeiences to yield Applicant's claimed invention. Indeed, die references themselves are silent lo 
such. AppUcant respectfully asserts *at the Examiner fails to even provide a reason for 
combining the references; merely asserting thai it would have been obvious to combine Ajsai 
into Sivavec does not satisfy the Examiner's burden of providing a prim facie case of 
obviousness. Neither has the Examiner provided any reasonable expectation of success that 
AppUcani's claimed invention would result from the cited combination. 

Accortlingly. Applicant respectfully submits that amended Claims 1. 13. 24, 25. 36. 43, 
50, and 53 are patentable over the cited combination. Applicant also respectfully submits that 
dw dependent claims are also allowable for the further limitauons contained therein. Wididrawal 
of the § 103 rejection is respectfully requested. 
S. Fees 

Applicant believes no claims fees are due, as the total number of Claims, and independent 
aaims, is equal to the number of Claims paid for upon fiUng this Application. 

This Response and Amendment is being filed within six months of the Office Action. 
Thus, Applicant submits herewidi a petition for a three-month extension, the duee-month 
extension fee, and the terminal disclaimer fee. The Commissioner is authorized to charge die 
small-entity, three-month extension fee ($5X0) and the smaU-entity. statutory terminal disclaimer 
fee ($65) to Deposit Account No. 20-1507. 

No odier fees are betieved due. Audic«i2ation to charge Deposit Account No. 20-1507, 
however, is given herein should additional fees be due. 
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CONCLUSION 



By ihe presern Response and Amendmenh the Application has been in placed in full 
cotJdiaon for allowance. Accordingly. Applicant respecrtWly lequesis early and favorable 
action. Should the Examiner have any questions or reservations, the Exaroiner is invited to 
telephone the undersigned Attorney, Hunter Yancey, at 404.885.3696. 



IVoutnian Sanders LLP 

Bank of America Plaza 

600 Peachtree Street, N.E., Suite 5200 

Atlanta. Georgid 30308-22X6 

United States 

P: 404.885.3696 

F: 404.962.6828 

E: bunier.yancey®tn)uiman3anders.com 



Respectfully submitted. 




TROUTMAN SANDERS Lli» 
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